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Repozt; State Oea.r~gho~e Number 94082033

Smmr Coun~ :~Iueciates the oppommity to comment ou th~ above listed project. Upon review of
the proposal and accompanying ~avi.mma~tal aual~is, a larg~ nmnb~r of conc.mm have be~n
idenrif!~L A prod’am fur la~= scale pump~g of ~:~Mwa~r for th~ purposes off.a~tat~g out
of ar~ ~-~’t’~ sal~s co~itut~ wa~ ~’por~ aml a potful fi~t step tow’e~ long t~’m
~p~r~tion oftl~ r~sour~ ~Im is ~he e~.onomic life blood ofSum:r County’~ pxiu~y
~ricalt=e. Sut~ County doe~ not surport the exportatiolz of water f~om the Sacramento Valley,
l~xticularly when the proposal involves large volumes that appem deb-tiued for Southern California
where history has shown th=t~ Ls littl~ e.one.cm for ~ -tmet’-catioa of the resotrcce_ History also
reminds us of the eveWa in the Owens Valley that resulted in wholesalo apta’optiations,
environmental degradation and economic devastation of the region’s agricultural kxdu,stry.

The exlx’a~on of large volumes of groundwater is a risky pv0position that has the potmtj.al for
tremendous impact~ to vast amounta of pubE, and #vat, ~ctttr~, ~ and
r~o~. The.r, am m,~y exa~l,s of s,vet~ly impacted grtmdw-a~ r~ourcm t~.ughout
California, most notably the San loaquin Valley which was pzm’um,ably ~ludcd fi’om the
grotmdwat~ ~mtraction ~rtio~t ofth-- proposal du~ to the degradM stat~ of that basin from
subsid,nee, quality reduction and energy com.

Th, foo.ts of stamwide studi~s should be to significantly improv, existing surfas, water suppli, s
through improved storag, and conv~ance systems. The opportunity exists for ascomplishiug
hazard rrdu~tion and m=fac~ water stor~ with offstx~mm projects liko tho ~ites R~scrvoir that can
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The tcaditionul .defmitioa of conjunctive use is applicable for local, in.bash operations. With
statewide conjunctive use, redirected stufacc irrigation water would not be available to recharg~
grouadw~er rusuiting in the potential for ~guificantly Iow¢~ w~m~- drffiwdown levels. A ~t~tewide
~’a~njtmctive we �onc~t implle~ that b~rface water supplies ~ be tskea fi’om north valley
leaving ~ at~a to rely upon uacertain and UUlX~V~t groundwater ~upplie$. The anticipated
si~c~aat impa~ could oe~tr evea ffgmundwater extra~on~ are limited to the "safe yield" of the
tmderiying basin (which is pre~ntly unkno~a), Cow.clive ~e should not be chosen for
implemeatatiou und~ such ~ ~z~tm.~u~u~ Th= 12~partm~nt ofW-~t.r P.e~ourc~ 03Wl~)
,Ixmld also recognize that any~ tra~fer~ involving groundwater mu.~t comply with county
ordin~ces and the appropriate groundwater management reguladom of the county or locaI water
age~ci~,

The Dr~ Program Environmental Impact Report fails to adcquat~y d~e~’be th~ project or address
many of the potential impacts a~d should be comprehensively revised to add considerably more
detail to both the project description and ~e analyse~ pvrform~l. If the poteatially ~ignifi~m
grotmdwat~ impacts r~latM to the ~’a~fe~ ~te pttmpivg c~,mot be d~emx~ed with any measur~
of accuracy or predictability as stated on pag~ 58, 65 and elsewh~, it would’ appem- that sufficient
information does not exist to

The preve~ttion of land subsidence was not adequately addressv~ nor were ~ere proper guarantees
tha~ DWR would abid~ by an czplicit action plan. ~ subsidence has the greatest potenticd, for
catastrophic impacts. Subsid~n~ occurs over long periods at varying rates. Subsidence �~u
itrevcrs~ly d~stroy some storage �~aciti~s. The clayey suil~ ia th~ Sacramcato Val1~-y are more
su~ptible thsa the .¢sndy soils of’th~ San ~oaquia ValI~. Pag~ 64 diSCussion does not clarify
wheth~ subsidence is a risk wb~ groundwater levels "approach" or "drop below" historical low
levels. It i_s also m~tionctl that prove, alien requir~ not �:h’opptng below historical low lwel~ mad
then immediately following this stat~m~mt it is meation~l tha$ the proposed program cOuld ca~e
levels to drop to m,-’w lows. If is then stated tt~$ subside, n¢~ will be mvultorcd, but it doe~ not say
how ~ will be avcomplJshed. A|I of they issues r~:luire clarification- The DEIR should present
smdi~s that d~onstra[e that subsidence will not occur during the operation of the Suppivmeaud
Water Pumhase Program (SWPP).                                        --~

If DW~ were to d~larv a "oh’ought" and pttmp water fzom inadequ~tdy t’e~hargc~t gromuiwater
~luif~n, substantial la=d t~b~idence. ~uld take ~la~e. Urban. rural and agricultt~ral we~ would be
damaged or destroyvd~ (deep~’) wat~ ex~tion ~ost~ would incre~tse, roads, bridges, v~ter, sewer
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Non-d~anitive temainolugj thrtatglmut the DI~IR fi~lr, m addr~s a ~~ ~m* of ~on D~
mint renew, ~bi~ ~~ ~ w d~e ~ ~ ~ who d~ a "~u~r’, w~ wo~d
p~mt ~ ~-te~ ~ ~m ~g ~ ~, if D~ ~d ~ ~

for ~~ ~~ l~el ~ #or ~ ~l~~ ~o ~~ ~ w~ ~ ~~g

~~ ~ not ad~ ~e ~y ~t~ ~g ~ �~k ~om ~fi~fion for
~t~ m ~on ~d o~ ~i~ not ~c ~ ap~ ~d~. ~ m ~y
~c~g w~m~ ~ fi~ ~ ~ not ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~y ~~ wire

There is a sciemificaily ideutified water pm4_ficati~n proems that o~-ms withi~ the
groundwater/suffac~ water interaction Oxyporheic) zone that ~,~lI bo lost ffdrawdowm a~d ovea~’a~
u~-~u~’. This imlm,t is not addr~ed.

Potentially si~ificam iml:aets to the Count), ~o~Id o¢.mu if farmer, fallow lmad to make water
available for sales. The Blythe, C~lifomJa economy w~ dtwstated when the Metropolitan Water
District l~aked 20°,4 of the local ~riodtu~ water for two years. In Sutmr County, ¢r~ ~uL.titmio~
is not ~lw~ f~olol~a~o ofeaimatic condlt~o~ ~ heavi~r,oi~ fom~t h~o. Th~ Program
not contain clear p~visiom for d0t, mining thi, imlmct nor does it de~ribo how th~ lxogtam would
~ modified. Transfer sale profits may not be taaabl~ iu Sutt,r CourtW ~f ~o~pomtions r~10o~ ~
outside the area. The Altenmtiv~s stmtioa (page 121) x,f~ences a report spomored by beneficiaries
of a tratmfer sale program that could not be considered obj~tiw for the purposes of this ,tudy.

Pag~ 62 identifies w~.te~ Sutter Couaty as a previou~ Varti¢ipaa* in th~ Drought Water Bank
(DWB) program when 2,000 acre f~t of gromadwater per year w~ ext~cted i~ 1991, 1992 and
1994. The Cotmty was not made aware oftho program at that 1Line. This fact was uulmown until
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Neither the DWB EIR nor the SWCPP EIR provides any data about the location ~ depths of the
source and monitoring wells. The DWB EIRpmvides some general and---with regard to SuRer
County---not enfi.mly c.orr~t [aformation about water quality’. The S.WPP ~]~ or an al~pendix for
Suit= County, shoed contain e~ough well depth and location data to allow Environmen~ Health
to interpret rearer quality and water level impacts of past and proposed extractions,

On page 4, the SWPP EIR indicates that about 200,000 a~-rre-feet per year would be produced f~om
grottndwaler subsrimdons. On page.98, th~ SWPP EIR indi~tas that ground w~.ter would come only
from the Sacramento Valley and be drown kom the DeI~ The SWPP EIR does not state exa_etly
where the sour~ wells would be, but on page 61, it refers to Yolo County, Yuba County, western
Surfer County, and eastern Contm Costa County in di.~m.~sions of~e Drought Water Bank ProD-am
as being some of the same sourc~ for the new SWPP. Oa page 62, the SWPP EIR state.s, ’~Based
on the monitoring data, k appears ~hat any futm~ mul~÷ye~x ~tcraetion should have little laxti~5
impact on groundwater levels in western Suttee County." The 2,000 a~re-feet previously ex~
R, om somewhere in western Suitor County over 3 out of 4 yem’s cannot be considered an ad~iuat~
test ofwh~cr extmc:ting a si~cant partlon of 200,000 ~-feet per y¢~ over multiple years from
undefined locations in Suitor County would have a lasting imp’act on groundwat~levels. The SWPP
EIR should provide source well deptJ~ and locations in Sutt~- County and the amo,.m~ of wau~
proposed m.. be ~ from each. Comparable data should be provided for the other Sacramento
Valley ground water extraction areas.

On page 17, lho SWPP EIR indicates that a Sacramento Valley conjunctive us~ project, which
includes the American Basin Conjunctive Use Project in southeastern Surt~r Couuty and pae,¢, of
placer and Sacramento Counties, "...contemplate[s] development of 45,000 to 55,000 acre-feet of
dry year water supply for the State Water Project." No E’fR has yet been receiwd by Surfer County
on the conjunctive use project. The SWPP EIR does not present dam to svaluate the conjunctive use
project. Ground water Run mutheastun Suttee County would apparently be in addition m ground
water exlracted from western SuRer Cotmty to go to the Sm~e Water Project. The SWPP EIR .~hould
state how the American Basin conjunctive ~e project will be integrated into the SWPP.
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Thc SWPP EIR. is imdequar~ with res’p~r to gtx~md water quality in its,Appendix B description of
the existing ~nvironment. On page B-28, is a false stm~m~m: "Niwam apptars to 1~ a i~oim-sourc¢
~nt~min,~t in a few shallow domestic wells ~d does not appear to be widespread, since mo~t wdI~
ar~ well below drinking water quality limits." Enviromnoatal H~Ith has test results from 20 wells
~ th© tow~ ofSutt~ ~md 4’~ well~ h~ the urban ~ w~’t of Yub~ City ~ limi~ that exce~ ~he
Maximum Contamimmt Lzve! for nitrate. Co--ore of twicz the MCL ~ z0mmon;
con~tions 6fmore than tlare~ tim~s thz MCL have occun’od.

C0mpl~te ground water d~pth aud areal delin~atio~ and dem:riptions of concentrations of arvafi¢,
chlorid,, iron, ~~�, n~-aW., ~u!fat=. B~t~.o~ dt’bromocMoro~e (DBCP), Bromacil and
i,2-D should be provided by the SWPP EIR for ptmeat conditions throughout Sutter County.

The SWOP EIR |.~ inadequate with rtspe~ to ~omad wttter quality imapacta of the SWOP in Sutter
County. Oa page 64, the 8"WPP EIP, stat~, "If warm quafity degradation is detected that could
~ grotlndwat¢~ cx~ce, dlmg ~taudards i~or bcax~fio-ial ttse,~ th~ potcmtitfl jmlmotz ofprogtm~ pumping
on thOSe ~n~ w~ be revi~w~L If the smbstitution program contn’butes to th¢
degradation in grottudwater qua, pumpage will be reduced or shifted to ~mrtaii degradation." In
other word~, pumping can condm~e Imfil ~e �l~rad~tion remalts in ~on~ ex¢oedlng the
Maximum Con*~mi-~t Levels. This proc~ur, appems to bein violation of Stat~ Water
Conu’ol Board Resolution No. 68-16, "S~cm~ut of Pofizy with Re~pcct to Mtimmlnlng High Quality
ofWato~ ~n ~omia." Accord~g ~o ~-ntraI V~II~ Reoon~l Water Quality Control Board,
Compilation of Ws~r Query Goa~s, July 1995", pag~ 4,

’~Jnd~r tlds policy, whenever the ~ qualhy ofwate, is ~ than that needed to protvct
all pr~mt and probable ~tur¢ beneficial uses ofth¢ water, wash ¢Jdsting high quality shall
be maintained until or unless it has been demonstrated to the state tt~ any ~lumg¢ in ’,~ater

~1 Will be consistea~ wid~ the maximmn benefit to ~e people of the state,
i~l Will not tmzeasonab|y affzvt im:scm o~ pmbablz future bcn~fioivl ~ oi~

_ s~ch v,~ter, and
!~l Will not rv~dt in water q~slity less thau prescn’bed in state

Th~ SWPP E]I~. should di~lose th~ rationals and ~Lfieation for degrading SuRer County ground
water until it exce~ls the MCLs and tram con~imting to degrad~ m~ ground w-,tt~ but at a rcduczd

The SWPP EIR docz ~ot dls~losc the lo~ati0ns of public water systems in Sutter County that rely
upon gromad water for their drinkiag water ~pply. Th~ public drirtking wat~ supply systems could

impacted by d~qgradation of ground wattr quality and by a lowering ofthe wattr lw¢l~ or amount~
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The SWPP EIRAppen~ B goe~ into consid~ble detail about wild plants, fish. md other animals,
but there is only a single short paragraph on pa~ B-30 that discusses agriculture from Ked
the Delt~. A considerable portion of ~gri~mltnra! land in Sutter County, that uses ma~y stu’face
water for irrigation, has sigaificant conceulmtions of sodium e3floride in the ground water.
Substitt~tion of ground war~r tbr surface wat~ could r~lt in a salt b~ildup ~the soils that would
damage the soils for subsequent c~x~ps. Page B-27, the SWPP indicates a similar problem exists with
sulfate. The SW’PP EIR, or an appendix for Sum County, ~hould preheat calculations tl~at show
how mue, h eb-loride and sulfate f~om which specific we.ll.~ could be applied to which l:m& in Su~ter
County before the soils would be adversely affeaed.

The SWPP ElK does ~ot dis~lose tl~ reeb~ge areas for all the aquifen in Surter Couuty that are
presently berg used and that ~ be used under the A~erican Basia conjunctive ~ and the
Rt~ha~© of~hallow, uncoafmed aqulfet-s a~n be asmmed to ~ur from rainfall, applied irri~afion
~ater, aud existing surface wa~ flow. Recharge ofdeeper, semi¢oafined or �0nFmed aquifers is
not discussed. Effeas ofmultipte years of pumping am no~ addr~ed. The DWB E3R indicates on
page ~ 19 that land subsidence is mused by slow compaction offine-grain materials in an aquifer:
’~rhere is a slow ae, cumula~on of~Teas butno quickly visible, dramatic impact~ On page 44, the
DWB EIR. statc~, "IIow~ccr, the pote~ttial for laucI ~ubsidenee exist~ ~-]sewher~ in the [southern
Sa~nmento] valley. In ar~as wher~ conditions su=:epu’ole to subsideace occur (confined aquifers
and thick fine grained deposits) additional dcvelopmen~ [of grouad watea’] will ~ ~ful
evaluation.." M~y well logs in Sutt~- County show thick clay layer~ The SW’PP EI~ or an
appeadix for b"ut~et Couaty, should present ~ and studie~ that delineate specifi~ rechar, g~ areas
for specific ar~u aad d~iyr~hs of aquifers i~ Sutter County. Calculations z~d .,indies should also
presented that demonstrate that the amount of r~harge that i~ achievable will be adequate to fully
re:store the amouat ofw~ter b’a3red in each source aquifer in a timely enough l~bloa to prevent land
subsidence.

DW~ ha~ sugge~ed ti~a~ th~ re~hat~e arm for ~ d~ ~if~ ~ ~ Su~ C~un~ ~on of~e
~~ B~ is ~ ~e ~ of L~. How~, D~ ~ not ~ven ~ Suuer ~ ~y
s~ ~ ~ of~t ~is. ~ S~P E~ ~hould p~t Sm~ ~t s~w ~t ~’cm~al of
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water firm Sutt~r Counrfs natural recharge arms during OlXa~on of the SWPP, or~o �overing of
those arms with asphalt, c~ncrete, or buildings, will not resttlt in depletion ofth¢ ~ aquifers and
land ,ubsidenee.

t

The DW]~ t~IR states on page 120, ~Ground water extra.on can induce poorer quality wamr to
migrato to wells and the ~ ground water. In tho worst case, water quality at a well could
deteriorate to the’point whom it w-as no longer suitable for its intended u.so_In addition, portions or
the basin may become unusable .~ince it is very dif~cttlt to r~lai~ subsl~tial areas where water
quality ~ deterioraed to th~ po~ wher~ it is unusable." Funtzr on page 63, the SWPP EIR states,
"Grom~twat~ quality monitoring dm-ing the I991 Watt" Bank x~=aled no dtgradation in water
quality over the come of the irrigation s~asoa. As a rmult, watrr quality moaitoring was sealed
back ~ subsequent water banks." On l:mge 64, the gWPP EIK states, "Bas~ on water quality trot
result.s from pr¢viom water banks, extra,on by the proposed Suppl~anental Watff Pta’ehase
Programs should ¢aus= no adv~ impacts on groundwater quality, provid~d these ~ra~tiom occur
at similar locations and by extmstion ratm that do not cx,eod those.of the water banks." These
assumptions ¢~ate sewml concerto as listed below.

1. Migration oi signific~mt amounts of arsenic or pe.stioidea ~ouid o~a~r without
appearing as a significant increase in specific �ondu~tmx:e,.

2. Existing wells miKht not b~ at appropriat~ depths and locations to see early arrival
of salts.
Mo~toring wells should b~ placed close to the poorer quality water.and at more tl~an
one depth in order to see ¢onstituetlt mowmmaL

4. _ Pesticide movem~mt wouldnot be detecmd in the proposed monitoring program, but
pesticides hay, b~n found in Suttor County well water.

The SWPP EIR is inad~uate in its presentation of water quality monitoring. The SWPP EIR, or
an appendix for Sutter County, shotfld address the above four concerto.

In conclusion, upon complete rm, iew of the DEIR, Sutt,r County has a large number of c, oncez’~ and
questions that rrmain.. Mitigation measures are vag~te and inadequate_ Data for amlysis is
iucompleto in most cases. Alternatives are not well presented and fail to co~id~r possible
improvements to surfac.~ water dvlivery. Overall discussion of impacts to agrk;ultme ar~ inadc, quato.
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The tone of the document appear~ written to ~upport the Program and doe, not seem objective in its
analy~i~ or conclusions. In ~nsidetation of the concerns stated herei~ Sutter Cotmty recommends
DW~ reconaider the l~posed Program in its entirety. Greater ~nphasis should be placed upon
iacrtase~ in ©~eiency, conservation and improvement ofthe existh3g surface water barpply system.
Auy ¢ot~idetation of groundwater d~vraoi~t~eaxt ~hould b~ ae.~matpli~e,d on a local basis within the
context of a grom~water ma~gem~t la’ogram tl3at will pmte~t the resoure, e with ¢arefnI
mauagem~t andmonltoring. Exportation of groundwater re~murce,, either direly or indirectly, has
very limited potea~ in con~idet’ation of the m~tmgemtmt complexity, a~ well as the existing and
futttm anticipated local demands. ~ Program ha~ the potential for far too many long term mad
irr~e~ble ~ which by the~elvmi provide emmgh justifie.,atio- to ootmerve and prote~t the
li~’oundwater re~ource~ in the Sacramento Valley.

DICK AK~, ¢~
gUTTER COUlqTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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